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March 30. 2012

VIA ELECTRONIC FILLING

Joceivn G. Boyd, Esquire
Chief Clerk & Administrator
Public Service Commission of South Carolina
101 Executive Center Drive, Suite 100
Columbia. South Carolina 29210

Re Application of Duke Energy Carolinasa LLC for Approval of Rider 3
Docket No. 2011%20-E

Dear Ms. Boyd:

On February 15e 2012 the Public Service Commission of South Carolina ('%he Commission" )
issued a Directive vhith questions for Duke Energy Carolinasr LLC ("the Company" ) and the

South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff ("ORS') to address. ORS s responses are belohv.

1. Please describe the entities involved in performing EM&V functions for the Company
both internal and third-party. l'Company and ORSON

~Rea o a: Th C pao cootracted ith third-part ea fo EaaXV ti t . The
primary consultant utilized by the Company is TecMarket Works of Oregon, %wisconsin.

TecMarket Wdorks is a nationally recognized firm hvith many years of experience in
EM&Xi across the country. In performing EM&V activities for the Company, Tecthiarket
often subcontracts portions of the hvork assignments to BuildingMetricsa Inc. , Integral
Analycics, Inc. and Yinsight, Inc..

2. Please identify the independent third party consultant hired by ORS to provide
independent oversight of the save-a-hvatt program. Additionally. please describe the



activities and resulting conclusions of this oversight mechanism. Please explain hovv the

Commission hvill be informed of the results of thc consultant's reviews. ('ORS)

~Res onse: The con. ultant hired by ORE is Mr. Ge rge E: of E a s Pmser
Consulting, Inc, His activities and resulting conclusions are set forth in the ORS rcport
filed vvith the Commission on January 10s 2012 in this Docket. ORS intends to continue
filing responsive reports to thc Company's annual DSM. 'EE rider adjustment setting forth
the conclusions of ORS and Mr. Evans. .'vlr. Evans is also assisting ORS in revicv, ing
other DS.'FI, 'EE programs.

3. Please describe hovv the EM&V activities led bv the Company interact with thc

independent oversight provided by the ORS independent consultant. Does responsibility

for the EM&V activities and results. as required in the Settlement Agreemcnt, lic vvith the

Company, ORS, or both'? Please explain. (CompanJ ands 0RSg

~Res: Th e pon ihility for thc FMRV acti:irie. and result lie ith the

Company. The ORS consultant's responsibilities are to review and evaluate the EM&V
activities and results, and to recommend modifications and'or adIustmcnts, as
appropriate.

4. Thc Company stated in its Application at Paragraph 17 that this mid-term true-up

"incorporates the most recent available EM&V results. ' The environmental comments

stated on page 4 that "this application does not have any EM&V applied to it.' Please

explain. (CompcinJ and ORS)

~R: A d h d in the "Mtd-Tem True-Op" section on pages l and d of the

ORS report dated January 10. 2012, ORS concluded that the Company did not fully

incorporate the most recent available EM&V results. The Company conducted a

participation true up, i e. it compared the projected Vintage 1 results to results that are

based on actual Vintage 1 participation, but did not conduct a load impact true up, i.e. it

did not include the kyV and kV'h impacts from the EM&V process in the mid-term true-

up, The Company has committed to revise the mid-term truc-up to rcf1cct k'A' and kXVh

impacts from the EM&V process in its Vintage 0 filing.

Based on discussions with Environmental Intervenors, ORS understands that their
comment "this application does not have any EM&V applied to it' referred to the lack of
load impacts being used to replace the initial program load impact estimates that were
used at the time of filing. As discussed above. ORS concluded that the Company did not
include a load impact true-up in its mid-tcrm true-up, but has committed to doing so in
thc Vintage 0 filing. Hov, evert thc Company did apply EM&V results to the prospective
computations used to develop the requested riders. That is, in estimating the impacts of
the programs in future periods. the Company used the k'pV and kWh impacts from thc
EM&V process.



The Company, ORS and the Fnvironmental Intcrvcnors agree on both the EM& V process
and thc applicability of the EM&V results that will be used going forward to "true-up"
cncrgy cfficicncy programs for all vintages.

5. Please explain whether or not thc results of any EM&V were described in the Vintage 3
application'! If so:

a. Please specifically provide where such description is located.

b. Please explain whether or not the results have bccn vcrificd by a third party.

(Compan)r and ORS)

~Res ons: D pt . f the . It. of tie I'.M&V p o ss rc po ded by th

Company in Confidential Exhibit C to its filing in this docket. Complete EM&V reports

werc provided to ORS upon request during its review of the Company'» tiling. ORS and

Mr. Evans reviewed and verified the full EM&V reports provided by thc Company.

6. Plcasc describe why the identification of actual kW or kWh saving» for Vintage I has

been delayed? How conlident are you that they kvill be available by thc Vintage 4 filing?

(Companv and ORS)

~R. : Th d tft-d of t I kW d kWh g fo Vnteg I

complctcd for several save-a-watt programs in 2011. I lowcver, as described above, the
Company only applied the actual kW and kWh savings prospectively in this filing. ORS
expects the Company to complete the identilication of actual kW and kWh savings for
Vintage I by the Vintage 4 filing.

7. Was the mid-term true-up based on EM&V too aggressive of a target to meet? Please

explain why or why not. Please explain whether the Company anticipates being able to

fulfill all of the objectives of the mid-term true-up in thc Vintage 4 filing. (Companv and

ORS)

~R: ORgdo s ot belt tt tth Id-temt — pb. d PM&V
aggressive of a target to meet. The Company received EM&V reports for most of thc
save-a-watt programs during 2011, and in the opinion of ORS, could have assembled a
complete package of I..M&V reports for thc mid-term true-up.

Based on statements made by the Company, ORS anticipates that the Company will bc
able to fulfill all ol the objecti ves of the mid-tcrm true-up in thc Vintage 4 filing.

g. Have you identified thc root causes for the lack of success for the Residential I-:nergy

Assessments Program, the Energy Efficiency Fducation I'rogram and thc Low Income

Energy L'fficiency & Weatherixation I'rogram'? If so, please provide an explanation.

Plcasc explain whether any common causes exist. (Companv and ORS)



~R. : Th. t . . I th I I f. ''' I' "'I I'th: th p g'».
appears to b». lack of interest, «hich resulted in Io«participation. For the Residential
Energy Assessments Program, the Company is working to enhance participation by
providing a Home Fnergy Comparison Report th&it sho«s customers how their energy
usage compares to neigthbors ivith similar homes. For the Energy Efficiency I=ducation
Program. the Company appeared to face challenges on getting it introduced into schools
and has contracted ivith a neiv vendor to roll out &i completely revised program at local
school». Thc Company also plans to roll out a reh ised Lo« Income Energy Efficiency &
XVeatherization Assistance Program. tar&teting lo« income neighborhoods rather than
individuals. Prior to the revisions, the federal American Recovery &ind Rcinvcstment Act
funded programs caused Lluplication « ith the Lo« Income Energy Efticiency and
'&'pteatherization Assistance Program».

9 In Paragraph 0 of your application, you state that the Lo« Income Energy Assistance &
g'p'eathcrtzation Assistance Program «as not offered to customers. On page & of its report.
ORS states that program has not been successful. Ple&ise explain (C'opnpun) uup( ()R5)

~R" '"": It th d.".&R d»tORgth, tth L I h ~"," &.. :t:» d;

6 eatherization Assistance Program ivas imtially oftbred to customers, but the Company
found that participation was extremelv lo«because of competition from programs
oft'ered by public agencies (see pages A2-A4 Lif Exhibit C to the tiling&1 As a result, the
Company withdrew the pro& ram and is re»tructurtng thc program for roll out in 201'.
ORS understand» it « ill be based on a successtul progtram offered by Prog&rcss Energv
Carolinas. Inc

10. Please describe ivhether the approved »ah e-a-«att programs. considered collectively, are

productng the anticipated savingts ivithin the anticipated costs. (Cgdm)pgg!0 and)' OPS)

~R: &'».Id. d II t»"I; th: —,— tt p g: . p d I»g th
anticipated savings ivithin the anticipated costs. As described in the Evaluation,
Measurement & ggeriftcation section of the ORS report dated January 10t 2012 and
Exhibit 2 to the report, the savc-a-watt programs produced more than double thc
antictpated energy sah ings while total pro)ected costs «ere exceeded by onlv 21 "&I.

Overall, th» save-a-ivatt programs are proving to be h crh successtul.

11 '&'&'hat are the Company's plans for the save-a-watt program after the Iinal true-up in year
6". (CLuhtpapty aug( O)(.S)

~R: 1h C pg»I h. t:h I t »t. t » «thORgI th - -« tt

program after the final true-up. Ho«ever. the Company's resource plan includes a
forecast of energy efliciencv program impacts beyond the end of the save-a-watt period.



Lastly, the Environmental Intervenors and ORS were in discussions as ORS prepared its
responses. The Environmental Intervors have given ORS permission to state they concur with
ORS's responses

Respectful)y submitted,

Shannon Bowyer Hudson

CC: Timika Shafcck-HorIon. I..squire (via e-mail)
Frank R. I=llerbe, III, Esquire (via e-mail)
Bonnie D. Shcaly, L'squire (cia c-mail)
J. Blanding Ilolman, IV, Esquire (via e-mail)


